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QUESTIONS: Hispanics in the Community/Junior Co]fege:

*3.

D8nde Estamos en el Ano 19787

What are the bési educationil program designa that community/junior
collegeg can implement to attract, retain, and serve well the
Higpanic student? y

What sort of financial aid pack&gihg will do the most for Hispanic
itudentﬂ fn the community/junior colleges?

Whate Implications do the data on Hlspanics:in this country ( we are
the youngest, we have the "lowestt educational accomplishments, most
of us retain our language and our culture, and so forth) have for
the long-range educational plans in this country--glven decrease in

natlonal birth rate, less support for education, rising cost, tax

rebellion, &nd so forth?

AN

.. From where are we gohkng to get the instructors to teach bilingually

in She commypity/junior colleges?

[z S ' , R
Why do the philosophical bases and the functions of the community/

junior colleges best suit these institutions to serve the needs of

Hispanic students? Why haven't they really done as good a Job of
doifg this as they are capable of doing? ‘ J
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"7 HISPANICS 1IN THE -COMMUNITY/JUNIOR COLLEGES:
. { . : . '
Ix DONDE ESTAMOS EN Bi, ANO 19787 - |
! ) - -
) - B - ' . ’ . ~ . .
' ‘ by Alfredo G. de los Santos, Jr. J . y
: S h Vice Chancellor for Educational Development : to
0 J Mdaricopa Community Colleges’
. . C
éln this paper, I try to present as coherent a picture as ersible of
the a;htua of Hispanic atudents in the community/junior colleges in - 197&, given
4
the ‘aarcity of longitudingal, reliable, comprehenaive, and comparable dataJ ¢
Befbre 1 do that, though, I have included some brief notes on.the histori’/}»
2 o ‘ e
, d philosophical perspectives of these institutions in addition to the
funtions/purposes generally assigned to them, believing, as I do, that this '
§ : .
. fﬁwill provide us with a common base useful for out deliberations, The paper,
l"/ ‘ 3 ' *
e then, is divided into the following sections: (a) some historical perspech

" tives bf community/junior colleges, (b) their philosophical bases ¢) the

3 acceptqd/functions/purposes of these institutions, (d) general demographic

Illl
data about Hispanicslin the United Statés) (e) Hispanics in community/jua?or
v . . '

colleges, and finally, (f) Some revommendations &bout national educationa

policy. | . . ' . .
; L, | | |
}

Historical Perspectives

’ ' , )
' ) « As one looks dt the historical developments: of the éommunity/junior

é611ege8 in the United Statgﬁs it 1s're1ative1y easy, for purposes of dis-
(a) from

b
\“ . R
cussion, to divide this history into three main eras or stages-

»

the beginning until the end o§#WOrld War’II (b) from 1945 to the late
and (c) the era‘we now are in. ' o -

[ sixties,
The . community/junior colleges began because. of a

. —. .'. **B}nning:to“WWIi'
ji; ] - atruggle between conaervative and liberal thought in America during the late

’L ‘- | 1800'§’and ea;ly 1900's, Gl°32) Such higher education leaders as Henry Phillip
‘Tappan. William W. Folwell, and William Rainey Harper

,‘-\ S |
veroi;y ahoumu.pattdrn iteelf omn the Gefmah model devoting 1tse1f to sxaduate

Q : .. _
h - N : ) P . ' . ! " . 1 .. - f
- . .. [ - L . o . . . . Do,
A Fuiext provid ic | N » . o . . . ’ » . A N - ! . i . * . - . . - \ .
- e 3 . \I.' .. . ' ' : - . o N .
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and professtional training and research. They argued that lower-~division in-

T

" struction was the fupction df secondary schools, similar to the German'gymnnaid,
or of inqtitutions<;;u:would be created when the four-year collcgea»discontinuud'

: 4
’ uppcv—dtvquon work to hccome")unior colleges associated with secondnrxvgchools.

It was Harper, in 1892, \H&o senprated the first and last two ycars of the new

University of Chicago into the ' Acadcmic College" and the "University College",

)]

Lo ' - .
which four years later were changed to "jun%or college" and "sendidr college",

respectively, perhups\the firat use of the terms. (2:46-47) Harper was instru- -
’ v

mental in fhe fit;oing of several public junior colleges, incluéing the oldest
- v ®

extant publié ju or collcgev/Joliet_Junior College, established in 1901.

N

Ducing the first four-five d&cades since the first junior college was

T

egtablishcd the inqtiuutions were Just that - an 1dhtitution 'junior" vxq'
another higher educacion institution. The ‘main concein of the juuiorICOilegés
was for equi;ablc recognition by ‘four-year colleges and universities, and éor
the acceptability and transferability of credits they taught. - Edmund J. .
Gleazerﬁ Jr.,,preé?dent of the Amertcnﬂ Association of Community. and Junior
Colleges, 'wrote in’ }975 "The orientation was towhrd a model of "higher educa—

tion" with ewphasis upon a vertical dimenkion - the junior college for two years,

* the four-year collegeq, graduate qchools, etc. Two years of that academic_

\\7ﬁi?ﬁ§g?archy was the chosen domain of the junior or two-yea1 college. (3:1)

During these years, the junior colleges emulated the four-year colleges

) and universities, »both in curriculum and in 1nsfructtonal methods. It is safe
to say, that, cdmpared to today d'offerings, the educational programs were
narrow, limited to the liberal arts and general education. The methodology was

primarily that used at the "higher" institutions. The students served were,

for the most part, rather homogeneous. This was genernlly true until the end

of World War 1I.




——

’
L

.. country, flocked to colleges nn& universifies by the thousands. Access to

[N

- _ N L ) R
. - ' - v _ . O
"¥. Froim 1945 tg Late 1960s8.-" As the war ond&d, the returning G.I.s,

-

tnking hﬂ@antnge df educational and .other benefits provided by a grateful
. )
higher education was made easily available .to them.. It was in this period that
the Truman Commission on Higher Education called for expanded educational
. - ' . : ‘ )
opportunities beyond the high.school. (4) This commission and other task

forcés and educationny-orgnnizations called for a more flexible, broader curric- '’

\

c~

. ‘
ulum, for low tuition, and the establishment of more institutions that people

k]

of all ages could attend at lowycosts. -
. , .

At the same time, the .post-World War I1 economy in our country--a

4 : N

'érowing,lfxpandtng economy-~we)comed the G.I., with his experience, maturity.

e~

training, and education. "American business and industry was adapting g:fnrge

+

] .-
number of the scientific and technological advances made as a result of the war -

to peacetime uses, Perple saw the road to succegg | our sooiety paved. yith a
college education.. The growth of higher education was great — and the expan-

sion of -the junior colleges dramatdcally outpaced the growth in other ségments

/éfwhigh oducatiOn '<: ' L | o
»

But the ex-G.1.'s impact Jﬂlkmerican higher education~—and specifi- “

~

cally on junior col]eges—*was -greater than just 1ncreo}ed enrollments. To .
g'.-' v . \ . V] )
begin with\\the veterans were not a homogeneouq group of students, with more or

FRERY v
‘ t

less the same edugntional background and preparation. Some few had done some
..L' . ) . (-
S .- ‘ .
college work;| a fow more were hifh d%hool graduates; but the majority had just
' ~

a few years of schooling Yet all needed--and demanded--an education. I

remember, whén I was a student in the junior coilege in my hometown of "Laredo,

through high school (GED) and‘on to college-level work.

Texas‘ aeeing veterans who were enrolled in an accelen&ted ‘basic adult educa-
)
¢

tional progtﬁm——some were in the fourth and fifthvgrade;-and they progressed
. . - -, _-u. ° . \~ '
All this at the one -
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ingtitution—--the junior college. | . ‘
N At the same time, the need for people prepared to functign at a less

[N

than pfofessional levci wvas iﬁcrcasiag as business and induat{z exphnded; The .
need for’ﬁkilled craftsmen, technicians, paraprofeasionalw and mldmanageriuwas
1 great. Blocker, Plummer, and Richardqon wrote' in 1965 that "the needs of society

actually shape¢ and dictdte the breadth and scope of education programs....It is
clear that the ﬁanpower resources of the, UnitedyStates must be fuliy developea\}

\

t ) :
both qualitatively and quantitatively." (1) These two pressufes, then, forced

' the* juntor colleges to broaden thelr curricular offérings, to attempt to meet

A}

the needs of the students and the requikements éf the community, particularly

. - : ~ , .
the employers. The ex-G.T. also tawght the junior colleges a couple of other

s

lessons. One was that high school grades and scores on nationalrnormative"

[}
’

Eeatq were not too uscful in pnedicting their achievemcnt in the ulasaroom

. The other was that traditional methods ‘of instructionp were not very effective .
' r ) . o c Q o
- and efficient. \ ' ~ N

-
d * .. N - . -

Another significant developmeﬂt that affected the development of the

junior colleges was the‘l956'Brownlva Topeka Board of Education ruling by the

s\

|
U.S. Supreme’ Court, which sald that "'separate but equal" was not necessarily

~

so. This, plusta number of other studies and reports, pointed out that minor-

e

ities were not recelving equal treatment under the dual education,syatem.

‘ Minorities, tWen, began to enroll in the junﬂor colleges in fncreasing numbers.
. o / D ’ * .

Yet another factor was the Civil Rights Act of 1964, whieh mandated in

Title VI that "'nd person ghall be discriminated against.becauae of his or her

3
L f.

race, dovlor, ror nationnl origin in any program oY activity that receives federal
4

financial assistance This, together with the availability of federal student N

. aid programs, openod higher education f@bsegments of our aociety '\at had not
k A .
o been served well bafore. ' el

~




L It was in the 1960s that the rconcept of tﬁe-open door poli;y was more-
or-less cryqtalizéﬁ and’ gaand acceptance. It waé in this decade that the of fer—
ing of a diversified progrhm of tnstruc ion was also brought into sharper focus.

Zo inqtitutionq that viJwed themselves

The word * conMUntty ‘was used to rcfer

at having two main 1nstructtona1'tracks——two year vocationnl/technicalYoccupa-

‘tional programs and the first two years of transfer couxses for what are normally

four-year baccalaureate prbgrnms, Foi example, the enabldng legislation passed .
in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania 1s called "The Community College Act of 4963;P

In its report on the open door college, the Carnegie Commisqion indicated’ that

’l
»

it Y....favors the comprchensive cammunity college with,agademic, oocupational,

and general educatizn programs as against more specialized two-year collégée."

(5)

Thus, the end of the decade of the sixties saw the community colleges

o - . . —

{ :
still booming, with the primary goal of preparing students fer entry into the
labor market, either directly after graduatian from vocat10nal/technicd1/occupa—

) . ‘

tional programs ar'indirectly, upon completing degree reqpirements of four—yeqr

colleges or universities to which'they kransferredf But things .changed rapidly

. -
i

in the-seventies. !
4 . ¢

a

L

The Present Era.- The 1970s, then, represents the new era of community
- .

college deVeiopment. The céuntry found itselj in an unusual ecpnomic gituation,

a combination inflation+repession.' As employment shrank, pe0p1e thh college

f

degrees ended upein the unemployment 1indg. Eqro{}ment began to declfne.or at
A \ - o
[J

least to stabilize. Ail of B sudden, people bpgan'to dbubt the yalue of g?,

~ , ' ‘ .
education. Legislatures which had supported community colleges well began to
1bok closely atk;ppropriatiops and to limit fgﬁﬂfgnds. All educationgl institu-

tions began to re~gvaluate their enrollment projections, to re-assess goals and
: ~: .

' ¢
-‘ . - . . - . .
objectives, Co e : . : " Lo
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People began to talk about 1ife-19ng learning and‘nttcmoting to meet
- : . . ’ ‘ : . -
the needg of the individual. Gleazer wrote in 1974 that "our paramount goal
(f .. . y “-\- . "

i3 not sQ produce technicians for the nation's economy. Our aims are not ful-

filled in a national manpower ‘policy.. " He said that the community %911eges
. LI -

<

- N :
should not take their clues to provide service "from the conventional and tra-

ditionnl ways of educatton To nccomodate to the recognized and authorized<%

¢ structures of higher oducation is not the most essential matter o (3:3)
N 4 ’
8 ' Iclfazer further sald that community colleges have-to 'relate to’man's
' 3
‘mos t compelling problems" if they are .to continue in the future to enjoy the

support they haye had in the past. (3:3)' He refers to communi ty colleges as

‘ ¢ ./
education resource centers for the whole of thL compmunity. The terms he has

coined-~the "in" terws now for community colleges are: ’ .
coﬁdhnity—ﬁ%sed : )
pogt-secondary _ _ o
” I ' ‘
performance—oriented (6) . ;>
g ‘ These phrases are in the process of being defined and, as definitions

are developed the conmmnity/junior colleges will move to implement the concepts.

+

-~

At this stage, perhaps a few statistics are in order. As already men-

) i

\”Fioned the first extant community/junior college was established in 1901. Thirty

years later, there vere 469 in "existence and by 1951, there were 597. (7:5)

Since 1952, the growth of the community/junior‘colleges bas been startling: In

‘the twenty §ear period 1952-72, 544 new commuoity/junior colleges werg established.

Between .1955 and the early 1960's, instifuéions were establishéd.at the annual

$

rate of about 25-30. In the late sixties, the average annuafﬁﬁﬁaget of new commu-

In 1977 , the total number of community/
' . o )

nity/junfor colleges exceeded one a week.
! ’ Y .

junior“coileges,was 1235.  (8:2) o | ' ’ o

»
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The enrollment statistics reflect the fact that Américans are

taking advantage of $he &ducational opportunities offered by tﬁe community/

»

Junior colleges. In 19jp, the number’ of stuaents enrollgd in community/
Junior colleges was Ju%t below 580,000.; . By 1960, enrollment had grown‘tg

a bit more than 660,000, (See Table I.) Enrollment so@red to almoéﬁ 2.5

million by 1970.'4Fiye years later, in }975, the enrollment barely exceeded

four million., In 1977% the enrollmgnt exceeded h.3 million students. (See
. ) A ) :

Table “I1.) -
. : , N
’
TABLE 1
: Community/Junior Colléées-~ . ,
yans /f Number and Enrollment, 1900-1960 _ . .
. Year - Number ) Frirollment
s 1900 8 ‘ 100 ,
1930 he9 ¢ 97,631
1940 / 60 i 232,162
1950 59T . 579,475 , -
) 1960 618 . 660,216
\ v

Source: (7:5)
But enough of history and numbers., Let's get ﬁé the philosophica}

o >

I

fouﬁdagions of the community/junior colleges.

IQ

il
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CTABLE LT
Growth in Number and Enrollment of
Community/Junior Colleges, 1970-1977
) Year Number . Entoliment
. e
~ . 'Y .
1970 1,091 2,499,837
¢ 1971 1,111 2,680,762
) ; 1972 1,11 - 2,866,062
19f3 - 1,165 ‘ 3,1k ,643
L RS LeVa i 1,203 , 3,527,340
’ 1975 1,230 4,069,279
S~ 1976 1,233 4,084,976
1977 _ 1,235 h,309,984
- _ Source: (8:2)
a.' 7 !
v
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Phiiosophicnl ﬁases

w

r 4

)
N e

I will tyy to givo you my interpretation of the philosophical bases

of the community/junior collggos by defining three texrms which I oonquér

3

basic~-(a) "open—-door'", (b) "community" and (c) “comprehengive''--a$ these pertain

~

to community/junior colleges. But first I think we sheuld discuss two basic

?

philosophicpl'bnsos of American education. . ' g s

\

‘American Hducntjonnl Principleg,» One cannot really begin.to discuss

the philosophicnl bases of the commqnity/junior colleges-without first‘discuss~'\

~

ing at lenqt two of the basic principles upon which the Ame}ionn edueationnl

[y

‘syétcm fa based. The first one is that a diyocracy, if it is to function and

w
ki

v

progress, needs well—oducnted oitizens. - Our forefathers, evon before the nation

was founaed, provided for schooling of the«citizenry: . hi° principle of provid~
ing educational opportunities has beeh fundgmental to Amerjcan society and WQﬁ

have implomentod it to such an extent, that free public educatiOn is universaf{

avallable through the high sdhodl level and in some states through ‘the -four-

v

xteenth year or community college level ‘ - " |
2 . © . 3 L - <

) The second principlo centrél to the American- systom of education is

»

/.
the CO“L&pt of indlvidualﬁunmh——ench individual has ngething to contribute to

0

the society and- it follows that he ought 40 have the opportunity to deveiop hisJ‘”;“:

" natural- ability as much as he can ana he is motivated to do so. The community/

~ y

junior colleges, building on theee two philosophical foundntions, are attempting"~

(%]

to prove that they are ren}ly "the peoples' colleges", "doﬁocracy 8 college of

,'the-century"_by'adopting and implémenting-a ph‘}osophy that T will now try to

ékpinin by defining, as I said earlier, "three basic terms. ; "h.'”

¢

"Open—Door" Admissions Poliox,— The term open—door , as’ applied to

. ~

; community/junior collegos, relates to the admiqsions policy of an institutioﬁ-
-~ A . .

T -
a

- s

—t - ‘
N ':.. N

.
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: ;" . 0 . ) . .
The admisstons policy is quite simple: "Awgfperson is eligible for admission

)

+ who hnq nttained a.high achool djplomn or itq equiva]ont ar who ts over, eighteen

Ly

y¢ars pf ngelﬂnd secems cnpnble of profiting by the instruction.
~ 7 ) o » s

" Some community/

Juntor colleges have an open-door non-sclective admissfons policy to the ingtitur

© “«tion, but have established rather strict criteria for enrollment in certain pro-

[

;

-

grnmq, putticularly‘qome uOgarLqphl/technical/occupational progrnms.

v

& 'Community ~throc Définitions - Th@_term coumunity has to be

-

defined in at least ‘three parts._ The flrst is thnt the coMmunity collcgc is

Y, ~

committed to study the nceds of indUStry, business, government, and the pro-

fessions for cducatud/tralned pgfsonnel and to attempt to serve these needs

through its.cdurse offerings and-scayices: Most community/junior colleges, in

planning and implementing thelr vocational/technical/occmpatlonal programs first

attempt-to_dgtcrminc the nceds of the community they serve. Many have community
- advisory committegs made up of knowledgeable people wyho can advise tpe institu-
tion gbout manpower ncéeds. Most have individual program adviséry committees-

with the idea in mind of designing the curricular prbgrams to meet the needs in

ca vocabdonal field as identified by these committee meumers.

A

“The second dof[nitLon of. the term communiby" is thaL the communlty/

£

junior college will. attempr to serve all. segments of the community in the area
N

- 1t serves. 'To mé;~ths means that community/junior colleges will try to serve

\\

Al

-

mot only the Anglo, or the American Indlan, or the Black, or the Chicano} the
young or the old° the rich, middle-class or the poor--but all people whose
needs are not being mets To some megree community/1unior collegeq have done
this; howewer, there are some of us that feel that a lot of work has yet to be
éone. Specifically, some of us believe that whlle community/juhtor.colleges

have promided access to higher education for all segments of ‘the community, the

Tetention rate for certaln—gfoups‘is not as high as it should be. | .
‘; . ‘.‘.\_ ' . ) . , . -

.
¢

A
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f\\ The third part of the d?finltion of the term "c0mmun1ty";re1ates .

| 4 b

.0 \

to a percelved need by community/1un10r col]cge people to take- the inatitution—-

[

and its aservices--to the communrity inatead of forcing the LiI[?GﬂS of che community“

to come to ong central campus. Many community/junior 0011eges are dedicated to

T v

4 ' * : . |
the coqaept that their entlre district \s their campus. Consistent with this
broad definttlon of campus, rhey attempt to serve their clientcle at multiple
logations and educational service centexs locaLed throughouL the distrlct

. )
"Comprehensive." - The third term ‘which T want to define is the woxd

. N r [y .
"comprehensive,"” and again, I want to define it in at least two parts. The firq;

.

part pertains to the ingtructional programs of the communlty/junior college. If

the institution is going to attempt to serve the needs of the employers on the

- one hand and the students on the other--and the student population is extremely )

Y

diverse and heterogeneous—-the community/junior college has to of fer very compre-

hensive educational programs. Most community/junior colleges list six ‘or seven

t

object}ves or functions, but the instructionJ& objectives center around four

T <

different types of programs: (a) the university parallel or transfer programs,

(b)hthe voCntioﬁal/technical/occupational programs, (c) the developmental pro-

grams, and (d)'éﬂult and continuing education. (See %ection on Functions/Purposes)

The second part of the definitiop of "comprehgnsive" relates to a con-

i *
comitant function of a ¢omprehensivé educational program designed to serve Qgi

needs of a heterogeneous student population: what the people who a;e~iﬁ éhe T

LS !
o =

field refer to as ''student development services," with guidance and counéeling

being the foundafion' A society that values the worth of the individual and
stresses the concept of individual reqponslbility and perqonal freedom tries to

p}ofect Zbe right of Ehelstugent to make choices and_to take the consequences

cisions, right or wrong. However, the community/junior colleges feel:
/ . ' )

v
of his d

. that the student has to have adequate information about the nature and purposes

-
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| of the different programs available, wbout himself and his "educational. objectives

nnd‘cnpabtlltles, and the opportunitics for c¢mployment that might be available

for those who have certain knoylégée and skiligﬁ

—_—

Beyond this arc the other component of a good student development

v

‘program——ﬁll integral and import;nt barts: recruitﬁé@y, admisgiéns and studgpt
rccords,'financial atd, hdzlth so;viccs, student actiéltlos, student government,
housing, job placement and follow-up, transfer, nnd-similar activities.

. Undergirding the whole of éhe ﬁhilosophy and funct}ons of the communlfy/ v
Junior oollege§~;nnd which appears in their. published 11ferature~~fs the commit-
ment to good feaching. Throughoﬁt the country, community/junior colleges, I

believe, are much more goncerned with the effects of the teaching/learning pro- W

‘cess than any other scgment of Americdn higher education, ) N
“ / -
.. ol

o o
Community/Junior Collége Functions/Purposes -

Because I alluded to the functions/purposes of the community /junior

hY N / ]
: L}

colleges in previous scctions of this ﬁapcr, we need not do more here than to
list them. The latest I have seen are in a bill passed by the Téxas legislature
in 1973, Senate Bill 358. This bhill, which became effgctive on 15 June 1973,

. . . - - »

say$ that the '"purpose of .each public community’coliege shall be to proyfd%:

—

¢ - . 1) - ‘ A .
(L) tébhnicak programs up to two years in length leading to associate

degrees or certificates;

&

. : N
"(2) vocational programs leading directly to emplpyment in semi~gkilled
- .

-

and skilled'occupations; - ' .

'"(3) freshman and sophomore courses in arts and sciences:

e

"(4) continuing adult education programs ﬁdi_occupafional or cpltural
J .

upgrading;

"(5) compedsatory educatioh programs désigned to fulfill thg commti t—
4 _ : oy



ment of an n@misnionu policy allow}ng the enrollmentiof dtsadvantaqu,@tudhnta;
- ' ' B

"(6) a continuing program-of counseling and guidance désigned to
] ¢ s »

7

. assist stud@pt&\iy achleving their ipndividual eduéutionél goals; and

K]

v . -

"(7) sdch other purposes us may be prescribed by the Coordinating

Board, Texas College and University System, or local governing boards, in theé ‘ ‘ ar

.

best interest of post-secondary edugation in Texas." .

A

o v General Démogrsphic Data on Hispanics in U.S.. _
‘ * ' B ' -
Tn 1975, persons of Spanish origin made up‘about fivc per*cent (5%) f _/

of the total populut1on of the United States who were four (h) years old or ' g

older,‘ (See Chart 1.) While\the per cent of the total, population that was /,
2o ) ,ﬁ ) - ; g
~  four years old or older in 1975 wi forty-two per cent (h2%), the percent of R

the Hispanig population was fifty-four per cent (54%). (See Chart II.) In

other words, we had a higher percentage of péople four years old and over,

*

Anothep‘important thing to no%f&e_in Chart II. A ﬁigher pe;centage of the

Hispanlc popu{?tion (appruximétely forty per cent) was.between the ages of

* P
‘ >
four and eighteen years old--we are a very young, segment of the population of

this copntry. Quote from 1977 edition of the Statistical Repért on The /*

~ . '

Condition of Education: Q9:h—§) . S ; .

\ { i, The Spanish populatién retaiﬁs its languaée to ; : ,j?
fay - _ . - - . L ' (
\ :gféatér extent thgn‘other ethnic minorities generally: k
do. In 1975,:about 8S%Aof the Spaniéh—o}igin populatién
lived in'honseholds in ‘which Spanish was spoken as thé
qual or other household langusage, and neariy half:of{ S “
w“ﬁﬂf‘ Spéniahworigin popui&tién spoke Spénish as their ususl

“-¥; individual-léhguage. (Sée.'Chart III.)

. . ' . b
®. - . : 1-6
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v I | - .
The age distribution of population groups that claim

a definitéﬁorlgin'ﬁiffer considerably from one another, - _"~:>
Among them, the Sbanish population is youngest; more

. <
then one-half were less than 26 years-of age in 1974,

w

}

v

Language and Edlcntional Pérticipatioﬁ. It is clear that "persons

':who usually speak’ a language other than Ehgrigh do not participate in the

educational system to the same extent as those Wwho usually speak English."

Chart 1V shows that only twenty percent (20%) of the persons of Spanish

backgrdund who were bétween_lQ and.ES years old (one of thé~two prime
col]ege -tfre grOUPQ) in 19(5 were enro]led in the eduoatignal systen, Only

ten per cent (10%) of thoee 26 to 3 years old (anobher prime college-age
o o (

avoupQ wvere ennollgs .

Chart-V provlddh/additional iniormation that relates- 1anguage
characteriqtios fo part101pation in the educational sybtem-nrather

non- participat qﬂﬁ\ This chart shows that’ while approximately 10 per cent

(\;\
(10%9 of the total pophLation between the ages of 14 and 25 years of age

o

had not completed fou?\years.of high school and were not enrolled during'
s . ~ . - * -
the 197h-75 school year, the percentage of those per!oni of the same age

group who were Hi%panic w&s more than twice-—approxihately twentv-four

i -

‘per cent (24%).
\ .

'  Fifteen per cené (15%)‘of-thoserﬁho clafme “‘Spanish, origin and

who lived in households where only anlish was, spoken I opped out of

%

high school. However, 8 whopping forty-five per cent (hS%) ‘of those

o

persons who were between the ages of 1h and 25 years of age (they should

L) . N Y

L ) ‘ _"- - _' Ty

3

\

16
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Chart IV

)

Enroliment, by Language ’Ubnge

Persona (o houssholds where -
' m Only Eaglish s spoken
A hn;m. other than Engluh is spoken gnd who .

Kk
English

Language other than Enghish

“«
‘. .
? I \ ‘:.: i‘
R
7
1/ !
Populstion,
Age m thousends
Gtols 25 6‘3 i*‘ik\ \‘{’ q ¢
3.2191:
) YCmoldl 77
i7.669
41018 Hos9f.n.:
yesrs old 432
21 943 ER
191025 2.119]
‘yomold 2l
arsold 7L
0’ . 1o
y ' " 0

Percent of persons 6 to 34 years old enrolled in elementary

40

or secondary schools, .197

Y Source of Data:

)

.

4-75.
‘ .

July, 1975 Survey of Languages

20

o

.

100

National Center for Educational Statistics,

-
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Chart V

Migh School Dropouts, 14 10 25 Years Old
by Language Characteristics

_ Persons jp hiousehold where . _ -
m‘ Only English is spoken . Y

A language other than English icpokcn snd who uswally speak

! ) “ F.ngli_sh
. t _ ' Language other than English
- Am» 25 years old . | ’
Number | - , . Totsl Population ‘
' in thowsands : . |
46, 2os-|0% | - ' . _ )
N . v ‘.
/ . . , )
( 0612 10% - | : S A
sl g ' o |
, 1124 \\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\‘ "
! ‘ 0 10 20 300 0 50
Percent not enrolied in schoot in 1974-75 with less than 4' years of high school .
Persons of Spamish origin, - . ¥
Hto 25 years old . » .
Number, Population of Spanish Origin ’ )
. In thousands o ‘ : ' : >
| ‘, . 50 54%' - )
o ‘ . : .
409 159 -
raos prii i s | \
M\\\\\\\\\\\K\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\\ oo,
Ve kn | YR 20 N 40 50 _
_ S Pgrcent not enroled in schqol in 1974.75 with less th_an 4 years of high schoo! . | . ‘
S(;m'ce of Data; P:Ialmgll (‘_em” for Education Statistics, J;lly 'k97..‘5. S\lwéy'of l_angu'lges
. .
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be ‘in high schoo] or in co]lage) ‘who olaﬁmed Spanish origin and whao lived
3

in households where %%?niuh was usu&ily spoken had dropped oyt of hiph

schodl. Forty- riWE_per cent. Compared to ten per cent (10%) of thextotul'

~ N . »

© - 'U.8. popylatiqu. | S ) S —

‘X

Lon;itddinul studies, bQLh-regioﬁal and national, also indicate

Al

that Hispanics do nof participate in the higher, post-secondary educa;ional
systems in proportivnal ratiosx and therefore do not derive from these
systems the benefits that the total population does. A significant regional

- . i R

report, Access to College for Mexican-Americans in the Southwest, published

in 1972 by the College Entrance‘Examin&tion'ﬁoard, provided an insight into

. ! < . .
the partitipation of Chicanos in the inatitutions of Nigher .education in
’ \
' -
the five southwestern states- (Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico,

.

N . . :
and Texas) and concluded that in the Fall 1971 semester

an estimated 144,000 Mexic&n—ﬂherlc&nq Qere under-

'gﬁadugtes in Southwestern coilegés. Although this |, ° ,
*nreéresents a 1k per‘gént (14%) increase over the
. previous fall, 'the figure would need to be increased

) (/j/i ' b§ at least 160,000 to provide ; number. proportional

to\%he col]egé age population. (lOEi) .
Five years' laté? in the Fall 1976;semester: conditions had not
improved. Mariinez; Qho é&d a Follow-ﬁp study pf the CEEB survey as pé?p‘.:_
of his doq&oral.studies ét the University of Colorado, concluq?d that

. \ - ’ X ) .
over the last five years, the enrollment paptgrn for

4

Mexican-American students has not improved siginificantly

7

-grom that, reportbd in 1971. (11:76) . ) N




.// [ . "
1Y ‘ . -
. : , t _ . ' \
T o T -
. é,/_' | The Wational Longitudinal Study, which did a follow-up of the
A 'l‘-gradudtes of the Cluss of 1978, found out about the ﬁype ofsp ticipation...
. ) - : \
\\\ . and-reaults; Chart VI indleates that only H?% of the Hispanioc high school
. graﬂuate% enrolled [n postsccandarytfduca%ion compared to )6% of the Whites
ex \ ~ s . ¥

and 50% of the Blacks. By 19Th, only-31% of the Hispan]cs were enrolled;

-
¢ .

‘compared to 39% of the Whites and 343 of £he Blacks. (11:99)

| Table IIT ind}Lates that 7. é per cent of the Hispanic students
had completed a Bachelor's degree or hfgher by 1976——compared to 19,2
per_(ént of the Whites and 12.1 ‘gr cent of the Blacks, Approximately

h7.6 per ;ent had no higher education, compared to 41.2 per cent of the

_Whites and 47 per cent of the Blacks. (11:130)

Hispanic Professionals in Post-Secondary BEducation.~The number

of Hispanic professionals in higher education has never come close to being v

¢

proportional to the number of Hispanics in the ‘total éopulation.

- The College Board survey mentioned eariier ré;ofted that the
Southwestern institutions of higher education had employed.iﬁ 1971 "an
estiméted 1,500 Mexican-American full-time faculty membefs; this yiéldé
a ratio of one Mexican-American faculty member for‘every'loo Mexican-
American student," (10:1) The average ratio of full-time faéulty to

" students at theltime wué;approximately 1l to 20, The ratio of Mekican-
American full-time student support personnel to.Mexican—Amefican students
was 22 to 1. - (10 35) T - | ) bi B

Martinez in his to]low-up study found that the 'ﬂumﬁer of

Mexican-American full-time»professional staff in Sopthwestern colleges has

LI

decreased singe 1971." (ll;TT) :

Yr"

oo
&

s . . L ' : 7 .. o, . - ' . n
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’ i . - Chart, VI N . v
. ) .
\ \
» o - . i m e A deyens
) Enrollment Status of the High School Class of 1972 hy Race or Ethnic Origin
- . - .
BN -
Vocational-technical schoal . X N . ; itv,
, - . ot Other study ‘ . 2-year college [:] 4-year college/university, .
Percent entolled in” . C -
v postsecondary 071 > Yetober 1973 974"
education 60 ~ October 1972 vy October . 60 - October 1974
X S6 '
- . ] 4% | .
‘ v ’
40 1 40 40+ 39% o
N X
' e b
. 3% :
! y 5 1 .
L]
- P ..
204 20 204 §
- g e -
N
0 . 0 N3 DI Ny S
White  Black Hispanic White Black Hispanic White Black Mispanic ¢
\ Racial/ethnic category : . . .
. { : —
*Data on type of institutions unavailable e
" Source of Data. National Center for Education Statistics . ' 3
. )
. '(\! L.
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. . N . v
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. -
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I-‘.«Iuc‘miomil jatininmcm of the ‘Eﬂgh schqol class of 1972, by selected characteristics: 1976

{ . 2 : .

" . . . ~ . l ) . - &
“l "/k\ . : . ! ! LA
-1 . . , . . . - . 4 » ) » . m , 0
/ ‘ | ‘ T
~
. Percent attaming
' ) . . . _,~___,: R - - P S
_ : Charactenstic o Bachelor's .
y N . Total degree or . Some  No higher
' . : highet college  education
” K11 S S 1000 179 395 425
. ‘ 5
Ability . .
e tew .. . o -100.0 kK. 218 69.0 .
Middte < .. . - 100.0 1.1 44.1 428
gh . 100.0 3.6 464 15.0
\ 7
High school educational expectations. L
High schiool or less . . . ... le0.0 09 12.7 86.4
Vosational techmcal Ce g 100.0 2.1 299 68.0 Y
Z year college e 100:0 6.8 66.3 26.9
s . 4 year coltege . o 100.0 354 56.3 84
’ . L Graduate schoot . . . . . . L 100.0 48.] . 45.2 6.1
* I‘hgh school program-
.- : Goneral - . L. 100.0 89 366 545
. o Acadormc .. ... ... 1000 342 502 157
o - : + Vocational-techmcal . . . . . . . 1600 34 257" 09
b ' - ‘, ) Racial/ethnic group. ‘ - ' 3
* White N [ ] X 19.2 396 41.2
flack ... ... Ceo 1000 12.1 399 410
: ‘ Hispanic ... ... .. ... 100.0 1.3 45.1 -41.6
.. Other . L 100.0 124 K7 508
Sex: ) R I \
i Mate - e e 100.0 172 . - 430 398
. Female L. . 100.0 186 364 450
. ) ) P
"; " Socioeconomic status: . .
bow ... L. . 1000 5 71 295 634
Mddle ..., . ... .. .. 100.0 147 0 395 458 -
Hgh ., ... ... . .. ..., 1000 ° 352 503 - 148 |
NOTE Detarls may not add 1o totals bacause of rounding.
SOUHRCE U S Department of Health, Edycation, and Woltare, National Center for
Educduiar Statistics, National Longitudinal Study of the High Schoo! Class of
1972, unpubhished data. ~ ° h
L - h -
n .
24 |
. . .
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In 1976, the number of full-time Hispanic faculty in institutions
~ of higher educnticn\inJgge United States was less than 1.9 per'cent'(See Tapble  ~°

V), of the total, with Hispanic males muking up one per cent (1%) and

- * ) ) 3

Hi.spanic females making up four-tenths of one per cent (0 A%y, Tor com‘se\' e

-

the largest abqo1ute number and the hjgher percentage served in the
{
assistant professor/instructor level, =Y A

~

8

» lispanics in Community/Junior Colleges

For a very long time, the majority of Hispanics.whé:ﬂﬁﬁaLenhélled in

Y

ingtitutions of higher education have enﬁblled in community/Junior-colleges.

. In fact in the late 1960's and early 1970“9,'upproximately fhree quarters of

\‘—-
a1l Chicanos enrolled in hipher educ&tion vere in communitv/Jnnior colleges.

o 3

A
?he Lollege Board utudy 1ndicated that 75,000 of the lOO OOO Chicanos enrolled

in public institutions of higher education if those 38 counties that had at
o _ | | ' " P R O
least 50,000 Chicanos in 1970 were enrolled in cémmqnity/Junior cbl]éges.'

(10:21) < A study of Chicanos in public Higher education in California

b

concluded that "Chicanos who enter public higher education cap expect by

present enrollment figures tol have a TO per cent (70%) chance of &ttending>“ R

A
A

a community colleges"

In later yeers, though the per cent of Hispenjcskenr01led in the
community/Junior coljege° in relation to the total enrolléf“in institutions
of higher éducetion, has decreased somewhat Table V, which shows the
full-time enrollment in jnstitutions of higher education in the Fall 1976
semesten, 1ndicatee that approximately 42.55% of all Hispanics wire enrolled
.in the two—year colleges. (12:118) 1In Texas,"of all the Chicanos enrolled "
_ o B .

in semester length courses in the Fall 1976 semester, appréximately 55% were \

in the communityljunior colleges. (13:6). _- _ o - ‘ X



\ Table TV . -

Sex nnd racinl/ethnic composition of full-tinve faculty ' in institutions of higher edm‘umm/ by rank: 1976

f

2

\ ) i

* *
Male L U Famdle
Ameucén -
. . Asian/ lncdhan/ o Aswan/
"~ Pacilic Alaskan - L. Pacific
] Rank Tota! Total ® White®  Black? Islander Hispamie  Natwve  Total - White?  Black? Islander Hispamc
¢ ¢ < TOTALY f 446034 336,216 312,281 10791 7,798 4534 812 109818 ‘97,131 8783 1883 1,741
. Percent 100.0 15.4 10.0 24 17 1.0 0.2 248 21.8 20 04 0.4
. L ‘ .
. Professors: = .- . .
Number 98,028 88.656 8'1.)23 1637 1,087 655 134 9372 8623 501 128 - 102
Percent ,-mo.o 904 . 86.1 1.7 18 0.7 (Y L2 88 05 0.1 0.1
~ - : '-I?‘ . . . K &
- Associate Protessors S -
Number . 99592 82,787 71,744 1941 2042 903 157 16,805 15,235 999 271 - 265
Percent « 1000 83.1 181 1.9 21 0.9 0.2 16.9 133 1.0 0.3 0.3
/ + Assistant Prolessors ' . -
Nuraber - 121,176 86,978 80,003 3242 2203 1,299 201 34198 30471 2551 590 486
Percent . 100.0 78 66.1 2.7 1.8 11 " 28.2 251 2105 (Y
. _ . . -
'includes both 9-10 and 11-12 month contract faculty who teach full-ime
YNon Hispanic ”
2 Yincigges tull ime taculty at all ranks including mstructors and others .
‘Loss than 0t percent ) 5
NOTE Detat may not add to totat bocause of rounding 4 : ¢
SOURCE" Equal Employmeant Opportunity Commussion, unpublished data “
% A
- ‘\‘ i
. R - 1
e ‘
™
‘ A » .
. “ B 3
/ -
i ’ ) <
s ¥ .
s * 2 . "& i
- 13 . " L a ' " * ) !

co, . s . " . - DN . . N .
N B e e, ' CL s e~ v N - . R . e AT . . ERTEE RN oo¥ DUV N~ (SR



a". : ] rl1at).l 6 V - ' Lt . ‘.5

L - -

Full-time enroliment in institutions of. highep cducatien, by racial/ethnic group and
lével and control of institution: Aggregate nited States, fall 1976

~

X . . . / v l Q v
3 I . . ' ) ] “~ «

Ve _ " . American .
. Asian or Indian/ Non.
i - _ Pacific Alaskan resident
. Level of institution - Total White ! \M' Hispanic Istahder Native ahen ’
Y R ) ) 4 -
o UNIVERSITY - - _ -
¥ B Numbet . o : 2,079,939 1,794,252 107,399 56,115 4?2 401 - 9,49 70.278
} - “Percent _ o 1000 863 52 27 20 05 34
' ' " Prwate _ : .
Number’ : 480,729 401,856 31,403 10,717 10,511 1,657 24,585 -
rcent . . 100.0 838 6.5 22 22 0.3 - B .
Pubhg .
. Number N 1,589,210 1,382,396 75,996 45398 . 31,890 1.837 45,693 )
. ’ ] Percent 100.0 87.0 © 48 29 X 20 05 s 19 )
- OTHER 4.YEAR < o .
. Number . 3015236  2.447,698 330,324 113,188 43202 W 15302 65,522
‘ Pescent . i -1000 812 1o - KR 14 05 22
% 2 Privite. ' . ' ‘ _
‘ . . Number 1,139,262 944 427 107,116 41,584 11,444 3,446 o 31,245
‘ L Percent . 100.0 829 - 94 37 1.0 0.) 27
Pubhic. o . .
Number 1.875,974 1,503,271 223,208 11,604 31,798 11,85 342n
’ “ Percent : . 100.0 80.1 1.9 38 17 0.8 18
2.YEAR ' ‘
Number . 1,690,775 1,272,034 221,874 119,44 33908 18,424 25,091 »
Percent ~ ~ 1000 1527 131 - 71 20 - 11 15
Private . . « .
Numbei ... - 118507 . 18,920 16,479 18,100 700 1,496 2.812
Percent ' o~ 100.0 66.6 w139 R |- > 08 13 2.4
. Pubht . ) | : :
. Number . 1,572,268 1,193,114 205,395 101,344 33,208 16,928 - 22219
N Percent . o 100.0 . 159 13.1 - 8.4 21 11 IR

‘Non-Hispanic . . . )
NOTE Tnhese data do not inclutde those instiutions that did not provide information by ethnic and racial categories

"‘@ .+ SOURCE U S Dopartment of Health, Education, and Wellare, Office tor Ciil Rights and National Center tor Education Statistics, pretiminary v
: “data . . .




* _ The number of Uispanics who graduate from two-year colleges,

a0

however, is significantly less than the rest of the students..-Perez~Ponce,
Y

Barron and Graften, drawing or unpublished data from- the National Center .
for Educational Statistics National longitudinal Study of the High School '
Class of 1972, (See Table VI), reported that by October 19Th i} -

Where White and Black males completed nsséciate deéree

work at lO.YI per cent and 13.63 per cent, respectively

A Hiségnic males ranked only at 5.23 per cent. A similar
pattern untrolded for women students. White a;d Black g
women ranked 17.91 and~10.h; per cent, respectivelf, o
with Hispanic women‘raﬂking 8.78 per cent., (15:7) !
. . .
.Table VI
Ass;ciate Degrec Awards to.Two—Year College Entranta,Frdm
<, ' . Class of 1972, by Sex, RacialfEthnic Group,
Shown ip Percentqgsé, Octobef§-197h
Racial /Ethnic Group o " . Men \ Women
L ‘ v l |
White . . 10.71 | 17.91
. - Bl_ack T 13.63 10,45 |
£ . . ' : L
¢ : Hispanic S 5.23 ‘ 8.78

- . b
. -
-

»

Source: Response to CONAC quefy from unpublished material, National Center
for Educational Statisties report: Withdrawal from Institutions
of Higher Educwtion: An Appraisal with Longitudinal Data.
Involving Diverse Populations.

N

-




While Hiupnnl<u in the ba]] 19{6 semester mude up T.1 per cant
- of the aggreghte, total (ull time enrollment in the oommun1ty/)unioqlb
colleges (uee Table V), they earned only 4.6 pex cent of the associate

. <
degrees awarded by these. institutions during the 1975-76 academic year,

(See Table VII).

- 3
{

The number ot professtonal Hisbaﬁic faculty members working in
the community/junior célieges is Qixnifjcuntly'lower than the per cent
of Hispanic atudent rcp;esentation in the ¢colleges and even lower than the
proportion 8? the Hispanic community to the total communities served by
the community/Junior colleges.

The College. Board stﬁdy discussed above shows that_in 1971,_in
the community/JQnior colleges in the five Southwestern states, the ratio of
Full;time Mexican-American faculty members to fuil-time Mexiéhn#American-‘
students was 1 to 12#. The ratio of full-time student support personnel to
fuil—time'Chicano studouts‘was 28h to 1. (10:35) By 1976, things had
grown worse, as Martinew réported, sinpe the number of professionals had
actually decreased frgm 1901, (11:77). Vamos de Guatemala a buatéﬁeor!

National data pnifuil—time Hispanie fdculty in yhe bommﬁnity/
*Junior colleges are not ye&éily avaii&ble; howvever, since full-time
Hispanic.faculty represént.less than 1.5 per cent of-the total full-time .
faculty members in the country, (Séé Table III), while Hispanic students
hake up 7.1 of the aggregate, full-time student en}ollment, it is easy to.
a;aume fhht the ratio of full-time faculty to full-time students is
disproportionate,

- | | | / .

~ ’ -
- ) _ . &

2!
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Higher education degrees carned by racinl/ethnic group and sex:
Aggregate United States, 1975-76

s
4 - \
i ) Amencan Indsan/ Asian of ‘Nonresident
Tota! L White Black Hispanic ‘ Alaskan native  Paciic islander ahen
) . I '
- . Level of degree " Per Por.- Per- Per Pet Per- 11N
. Numbe:  cent  Numbor  comt  Number cent Number cent | Number cent Number cent Number e
~ ° ‘ : - .
v Associate. _ !
Total . 488,677 100.0 413,100 g4.5 40965 84 22714 46 2517 o5 . 5685 1.2 3.606 4 v
Male . 256,182 100 219019 833 19163 75 111838 46 1298 05 Jooy 12 2.461 ]
Female ‘ 231.895 100 194080 837 21802 94 (10876 4 1.219 05 2692 127 1225 ¢
927,085 1000 811,772 076 59,187 64 [26220 28 3.498 ' 04 11,323 1.2 15,085 }
R 503226 1000 444768 884 25660 51 13594 27 1916 04 6359 13 10929 p 2
423859 1000 367004 866 33527 79 112626 30 1,582 Q¢ 4,964 12 4156 - )
310,493 1000 262851 847 26,35! 88 6379 2.1 ‘ 7195 03 4037 13 16,080 J 4
159971 1900 139539 841 1809 47 3ile 290 ! 132 03 249 15 12.376 9
. female . 144522 1000 123312 853 12542 87 ‘, JOo6F 21 63 03 193 11 3.704 2
Medicine: : ‘ i N . } .
' Total : 3.487 1000 11,99 889 708 52 Jo4 - 23 47. 03 227 2 208 ]
Male 1.294 1000 10163 900 54 45 245 ' 22 3 03 177 16 169 )
femate | 2.193 1000 1830 834 204 93 59 27 I 05 L5 23 39 ]
Law 7 o ! ‘ ‘ | -
Total ‘32.483 100.0 29520 909 1519 47 858 26 ! 15 0.2 J12 - 10 199 Y
Male 26,237 1000  239949- 915 1,102 42 697 27 ‘ 9 02 2310 09 150 ©
female _ . 6,246 1000 5921 884 117 67 A6l 26 ‘ 16 03 » 82 ~13 9 O
PhO of E4D. ’ - ) t .
Total _ 33.799 100.0 27.433 8.2 1213 386 07 12 93 03 583 17 4068
Male 26016 1000 . 20853 802 171 30 294 11~ 77 03 480 18 3541 13
Female 7783 1000 6582 846 442 57 3 15 ¢ 16 02 103 13 527 o
| l ! .
[4 ‘ § . a
'Non-Hispanic ) . _ _ y - J 'Q '
- . NOTE Details may not add to totals because of vouhdmg ® ; . ) ' ]
SOURCE U & -Departmant of Health, Education, and Woeltare, Othce of Civil Righty and Nationat Centor for Education Smhsués. unpublished !abum\ons.'
’ . b
Y - ) ‘e .
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The reasons foik'the non-participation of Hispanics in the
. . . . .

Al

. educational systems of.ﬁhie country have been disCuasqp:ovor and over again,

e

Lopez and Enos {13) outlined a long list of problems and conditions that ’

~

affect the Chicano student in the community colleges in California, among

them;-‘inadequatq.ﬁigh school counseling; -hostile, bureaucratic college _ e

’

campuseé'and their Anglo faculty and students; racism; the relative absence

. . .of Chicano faculty and staff; and the famllial and economic pressureé én
the Chicano.' +hey determined that the tWQ major barriers to adequate
representation of Chicanos in public higher educatiop were admissions -
st;ndurds and précedures and adequate financial aid.

E - Cardenas, in examining the issue of equality of educational ‘ R

’ 'opportunjty as 1t relates td‘nccess to higher education for Mexican-Americans,

made the'following observations concerning the different factonrs related to

acceds: - \

1. Recruitment: a new recruitment practice should be used by which

%. '/r_\\“poun??lor training programs focug on training counselors tgxﬁlgy activ%:ra}es, »
to be student advocates, and subsequently assist students to guain admiésiéns
to colleges and universities.
‘ 2. Admissions Pfocess: recognizihg the 1naépropriateness of
teét scores as concerns most minority.and low-income sthdents; an
admittance criteria other than rigid ﬁdherence to standardiéed tests shouid
be utilized. More humanistic approaches are recommende&.
'3; Student Financial Assistance: in view of the low socio-economic ,

status of(mdst Mexican—AmericanB, access will not improve unless adequate

financial aid is made available, . . ‘ . X
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\
h. Program- and Servicen: indtltuﬁionu should réd®xamine their policy

and goals towards the "echnomié&lly and educationally" disadvantaged student;
to direct théir eforts to provide funds for progﬁama a@Med at these students;

‘p . B 2 . .
and to strive'uﬁ‘serve us an example to. bther institutions on methods of
. .

providing educational opportunities for Meiican—Americans and - other under-
- " N . *

represented student populations, . )
5. Faculty and Student Support Pérsonnel: as the enrollment of o e

Mexican-American students .increases it is -essential that the institutian

»

Increase its number of Mexican-American facuitx,nnd administrators to develop 3o

s ‘ . P .t

o
4

"a bicultural learning environment.

M;ny othér HiSpanic Qripershﬁave calléd for sfmi%a}'redesign or
reemphaéis of théheducatiohil-ﬂystems toléerve Hispanic students better,
Rodriguez made many of the same recommendations made by Cufdenas‘énd .

. 4
included some additional ones: stalf development for the college staff,

beer counséling.and peer tptgring programs, basic skillshprograMS, and
others. (17:20) Lopez, citing tﬁe fact that many éommunity colleges@now
héve some type of develqpmental educaéion programs in basic skillé?-reédinga
writing, English, mathematics, etc.~-calls on community_golleges to "appl& _
many of these same characteristics in sefving Chicanog with ‘special innguage
and basic skills problems”. He writes that communify'édllegeé must make a
commitment to retain Chicanos by making a commitment that extends beyond
"sﬁudent support services such as counseiing, finaneial.aid and cultural
activities, The key.factor to this dgmmitment; however, is effeétive )

) t : .

bilidéual instruction," (18:5)

\ .
But enough of the discussion of the barriers/problems ogfaccess

i~

of Hiépanics %o‘the community colleges (and hﬁghér educatibn)_an the many

<+
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fpproaches to dealing with these problems. The question before ug 1is:
Vhat changes in federal policy need bo‘bé made to change the environment
in the &ducational systems sn'thagrﬂiép&nic students have equality of

opportunity in education?

Recommended Changes in Federal Policy

|}
These preliminary recommendations for changes in federal policy

are Just that-—preiiminary; After our, discussions and deliberations, I

hope that this Becgion of the paper will be strengthened.
1. The federal\educational policy ;elating to bilingual education

¥ . .
should emphasize the role of the community colleges much more., At,the

&

present time, the three hain thrusts of the federal nilingual education

effort emphasize the K-12 prades. The vast majority of the basic programs,

a
-

through ‘grants to’ local educational agencies, emphasize'the K-6 grade levels.

AJ

The suppbrtiVe-éervices aspects of the federal bilingual education program,

through its varyous centers, also‘ﬁmphasizes the lower elementary school

r

levels. 'The post-secondary programs thrusts are principally aimed at

preparing bilingual teachers and trainers of teachers--all for;work at the

‘

- elementary scnpol level.

A development centen‘for materials at the community/Junior‘college

level 18 bedly needed. Also needed are progr&msito prepare bilingual teachers

.to work at the community/junior college level., - v - _ e

2, The emphasis on the Program with Developing Institutions under

. Title III of the Higher qucation Act, as amended--both the Basic and the

Ry

Advanced components--haye emphasized ‘those institutions that .have served

preddminantly Black student populations. The"pef cent of the fundg4<:nd .

] . r



the abrolute amounts--that has beén awvarded to institutions that serve

v 7

~

Hizyanic students have been minimal over the years. It is about time that
th

emphasis changes to meet £h6 needs of our Hispanic sssdénts.

3. The Bilingual Vocational Education program, begun under
Paft J of the Vocétiongl Education Act, has proven to be a very successful
program to date. The basic problem is that only &2.8 million has been
appropriated per year. 'This is a mere drop in the bucket. Much more money

is needed. 4

h., A program similar to the old Education Professions Déveiopméht
Act 1is needed, both for in-service for Anglo faculty/staff who do not know
how to Qork ;ith bilingual/bicultural students and for bilingual/bicultural
taculty (those few that are employed) to preﬁare them better to teach
hilingually.
5. A lot of work needs to be dong in the‘area of affirﬁative -
‘action., Ten years ago, Qheﬁ Anglo administrators were asked why they were
not hiring Hispanics for posiﬁions, they sdid thaﬁ we did not have the
ac;dgmic preparation and credentialé. Five years ago, after we prepared
more 6{ our young people and theylhad éredentials,'the excuse was that they
\
dia not\hgve experience, Now we have people with credentials and experience
and they ;hill'will not hirg us, Oyes,.,que ma§ quiren? . //
6.‘\Something mﬁsi be done_to improve the implementation of the
. . .
programs fund;é\ynder thelﬁﬁmprehensive Employment and Training Acf. When
that legislation\yas -passed and funded a few years ago, some of us who were
involved were 1ookiQ§ at it as a possible vehicle for EPe imporvement‘

of the socio—economié\condition of Hispanics in thia country, given the

wording of the law.. Bu%, things have gone awry. !

T. Legislation that will provide massivye assistance to community/

concent.: ations of minorities in the urban areas

34
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v
in needed. Notwithstanding the fact that commﬁnity/Junior colleges-havé not
aefved well the needs of Hispanics, they have done a bettef Job (at least in
my opinion) thaﬁ the rest of higher educa}ion. ‘ﬁnd, since the vast maJofity —::\
of Hispaniés live in hrban areas (I understand the figure is around 80*85%).l
and sincg urban areas aré having s;ch great fiscal; soéial, and other -
problems, I tgink massive fede}al intervention is needed.

8. Federal finunéial aid--the "packaging" philosophy of awarding’
financial &ssiétance~to students.contiﬁues to -bother me. Sometimes I get
the feeling that we are hurtihg our Hispanic students much more thanowe are
helping them,...I think our stﬁdenta get significant amount of funds through
two components of the "packaging"—~work~study'program'&nd student loan.

The work study program....While I Believe in the work ethic, I think
that our students need a]& the time they have to devote to'their gstudies, We
may ke working them t;o much &nd not glving them eﬁgugh time to study. —~—

The student loan....I think we are just postﬁgning a deeper sort of
poverty. Let's say that .a male Hispanic student, over a four year period,
accumlates a loan debt of $4,000. As soon as QS graduates, he marries a
female Hishanic student who has a similar debt. How woyld yo& like to start
your married life $8,000 in the hole? |
\ ..

‘ ,Granted...my knowledge of financial aid is limited. These are Jjust

Y

"feelings" at this stage. .Hope our discussion will enlighten me a bit 8o

©

that! this recommendation cqnfbﬁ strengthened,

ST ‘
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